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Preface 
 
Dear Reader, 
 
With this graduation research, I want to complete my Master's degree in Management Sciences at 
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Summary 
 
When most owners of small and medium enterprises (SMEs) retire, the ownership of the company is 
often transferred to its successor, usually a family member, or the company is eliminated. However, 
sometimes the ownership of a company is transferred to an ‘outsider’. In these cases, we speak of a 
merger or acquisition (M&A) of the company. There are multiple reasons for an M&A, like a strategic 
reason (no successor) or to achieve business growth. An M&A has some consequences like different 
ownership structures, other strategic orientations, and tension between organizational cultures and 
logics. Therefore creating a shared logic is essential for companies after an M&A. To find out the 
influence of M&As on institutional logics and the management control the following research 
question was formulated: 
 
“How do institutional logics affect the management control of small and medium enterprises (SMEs) 
after a merger or acquisition?” 
 
This study adopted an exploratory case study to gain insight into management control systems and 
examine possible links with M&As and institutional logics. Ezzamel’s (2012) model was selected as 
the main model of this research. Semi-structured and face-to-face interviews constitute the primary 
method of data collection. Besides generating data from interviews, other sources of data were used 
to collect evidence. Documents were collected from the case study company, such as annual reports 
and minutes. 
 
Due to the imminent death of the owner and major shareholder of the company, the company was 
offered for sale. The company, a remnant of a larger entity, was still governed as a multinational. The 
management team consisted of four people and there was an ‘exaggerated’ large board of 
supervisors with ‘heavyweight’ members who had extensive experience in large multinationals. 
However, missing the link with SMEs, most members of the supervisory board had no idea how bad 
the results of the company were. The selling party knew that change was needed and therefore a 
real entrepreneur was required. However, they also knew that the old and the new logics would 
clash. Therefore, the strategy and culture needed to adapt to the ideas of the new logic. However, 
the new management started with a minority stake, which caused arguments with the existing 
supervisory board. This made it harder to implement the desired changes. Eventually, most of the 
desired changes worked out. However, dealing with the organisational culture was more difficult 
than expected. 
 
In the literature and our case study, the theory of institutional logics and the success or failure of 
mergers and acquisitions are connected. For example, within theory about M&As, the success or 
failure of an M&A is not only based on a strategic fit, but also on a cultural fit. The cultural fit shows 
that within the company, there was a shift from one dominant logic to another, which created a 
strong leadership (a key success factor for M&As). In addition, the use of management control 
systems supported the necessary changes in the company, made the M&A successful, and made the 
company profitable again. For practitioners, the findings of this research can provide businesses with 
practical insights to increase the success of a merger or acquisition of future SMEs. Besides that, 
companies can use this research to determine the likelihood of success prior to a merger or 
acquisition. 
 
However, the research has some restrictions, because the study only included two logics of the 
different management groups. However, there are more logics within the management that could 
also influence the decision making process. Furthermore, this research was conducted at a single 
organization, so the outcomes of this study cannot be generalized. However, these limitations 
provide opportunities for further research.  
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1. Introduction 
 
1.1 Problem indication 
In the Netherlands, 37% of the GDP is created by small and medium-sized enterprises (CBS, 2016). 
Sixty-nine percent of these companies are small enterprises without staff (MKB servicedesk, 2016). 
After the owners retire, the ownership of the company is often transferred to its successor, most of 
the time a family member, or the company is eliminated. 
 
However, sometimes the ownership of a company is transferred to an ‘outsider’. These cases relate 
to mergers or acquisitions. With a merger, two companies become one. With an acquisition, the 
management of the existing company is replaced by the new owner. 
 
When an M&A occurs, two different organizational cultures need to combine into a new, shared 
culture. Combining two cultures can create tensions and in practice, we encounter many situations 
where these two organizational cultures clash, making a merger or acquisition less likely to be 
successful. The most common pitfalls during an M&A are wrong strategic fit, culture clash, and not 
allocating the appropriate resources (Fusiesenovernames.nl, 2016). 
 
From 2007 to 2015, there was a strong increase in mergers and acquisitions of small and medium 
enterprises. The number of mergers and acquisitions between 2009-2012 doubled and most involved 
an SME (CBS, 2013). In 2015, there were 5115 mergers or acquisitions of SMEs in the Netherlands 
(CBS, 2016). Approximately 30% of these transactions failed during the M&A (Hogeschool Utrecht, 
2015)  
 
Europe defines small, medium and micro enterprises as companies that employ fewer than 250 
people and have an annual turnover of under EUR 50 million or an annual balance sheet total of EUR 
43 million. The company must be independent, meaning that 25% or more of the capital or voting 
rights should not be owned by one enterprise or jointly by several enterprises that do not meet the 
definition of SMEs (European Commission, 2003). 
 
Due to the above mentioned developments in the economic landscape, it is crucial to know whether 
the compatibility of institutional logics influences the success or failure of a merger or acquisition. 
 
1.2 Problem description 
A merger or acquisition can be a strategic option for many small and medium enterprises when 
intergenerational succession is not an option (Mickelson and Worley, 2003) or for companies to 
achieve business growth (Bjursell, 2011). However, M&A processes differ due to their structure, 
motivation, and culture (Mickelson and Worley, 2003). Furthermore, there is a high probability for 
family firms and SMEs to be involved in an M&A (Mickelson and Worley, 2003, p.264). These M&A 
processes are complex and the failure rate is high.  
 
An important factor in the success or failure of an M&A is the recognition of and respect towards 
different cultures with the goal of blending them together (Mickelson and Worley, 2003, p.264). 
These cultures will influence and be influenced by each other in both a negative and in a positive way 
(Mickelson and Worley, 2003, 258). These cultures (Mickelson and Worley, 2003) can also be related 
to institutional logics. Institutional logics are defined as the formal and informal rules of action, 
interaction, and interpretation that guide and constrain decision makers (Thornton and Ocasio, 1999, 
p. 804). 
 
When exploring the relationship between institutional logics and organizational culture (Hinings, 
2011), research shows that elements of institutional logics have strong associations with culture, 
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especially through ideas of meaning. Institutional logics also operate at multiple levels within the 
organization in ways that inform discussions of organizational culture. Therefore, institutional logics 
and organizational culture are highly interrelated (Hinings and Schulz, 2012).  
 
In many studies, culture is mentioned as one of the key success factors of M&As; however, few 
studies provide a deeper understanding of this topic. For example, Mickelson and Worley (2003) 
found that the organization they studied did not gain a deeper understanding of the existing cultures, 
which negatively influenced the success of the M&A (Mickelson and Worley, 2003, 258). However, 
Mickelson and Worley (2003) did not reach a deeper understanding of the success or failure of 
culture on the M&A in family businesses and SMEs. This leaves a gap in the literature that requires 
further research. 
 
As mentioned, an M&A is one of the strategic options available for SMEs when intergenerational 
succession is not an option and for companies to achieve business growth (Bjursell, 2011). Bjursell 
(2011) investigated the post-merger integration by looking at ownership, family, and management as 
three individual value systems at work in the process of M&As. The interaction between these 
systems influences how people perceive organizational culture or institutional logics (Hinings, 2011) 
in terms of norms and values. The paper mainly contributes to the emerging knowledge about M&As 
in family businesses. Furthermore, it contributes to the field of M&As by highlighting that ownership 
can be included as an element of cultural studies to better understand post-merger integration.  
 
After an M&A, there will be different ownership structures, an unclear strategic orientation, and 
differences concerning national and organizational cultures that could create tensions within the 
organization (Bjursell, 2011, p.75). The role of the family as a symbol is central to the understanding 
of the outcome of integration in merging family businesses (Bjursell, 2011, p.75) and can provide 
insight into the success or failure of merged or acquired SMEs and the effects of an M&A on the 
institutional logics within both companies. However, the research of Bjursell (2011) has some 
limitations. First, it only considers the managers’ perception, even though there are more 
stakeholders involved. Each stakeholder can influence the success or failure of the M&A and should 
be taken into account. Second, the study addressed ownership, but there are more aspects that 
influence M&As, such as control systems or incentive systems, which are essential in understanding 
the development of an organizational culture and institutional logics. 
 
Weber et al. (2003) researched the success or failure of M&As due to conflicting organizational 
cultures or institutional logics (Hinings, 2011). They introduced a laboratory paradigm for studying an 
organizational culture that captures several key elements of the phenomenon. In their experiments, 
they allowed subjects in "firms" to develop logics and then merge two firms. They found that the 
performance decreased following the merger of two laboratory firms. The subjects overestimated 
the performance of the merged firm and explained the decrease in performance to employees of the 
other firm rather than to situational difficulties created by conflicting logics (Weber et al., 2003).  
 
An issue in this is how the development of logics is affected by the patterns of interaction between 
members of the organization (Weber et al., 2013, p.413). Weber et al. (2003), therefore, suggested 
that the likelihood of conflicting logics and coordination failures is underestimated by many 
organizations. Weber et al. (2003) stressed the importance of having the same logics and bringing 
the old logics together as one, but mentions that creating a new logic can be very difficult. This study, 
however, was conducted as an experiment, which is a major limitation. The outcomes of the 
experiment could differ from a real-world M&A. In a real-world M&A, there are more variables that 
can influence the process of the M&A, such as the conflict of different perspectives.  
 
Research should be conducted on how to develop the logics after the M&A to increase the success of 
an M&A. However, besides combining the logics, multiple logics can also coexist at the same time. 
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Reay et al. (2009) investigated organizational fields where competing institutional logics existed for a 
lengthy period of time. Four mechanisms were identified for managing the rivalry of competing logics 
that facilitated and strengthened the separate identities of key actors, providing a way for competing 
logics to co-exist and separately guide the behaviour of different actors. The limitation of this study is 
that only one organizational field was studied. Therefore, Reay et al. (2009, p. 648) encourage 
researchers to investigate different fields where multiple logics co-exist to see how these logics 
develop.  
 
One factor to successfully accomplish an M&A and guide institutional logics is the use management 
control systems. However, despite the large numbers of mergers and acquisitions, studies have 
shown that many of them turn out to be unsuccessful (Jordao et al., 2014, p. 548). Jordao et al. 
(2014) analyzed the effects of organizational cultures and institutional logics (Hinings, 2011) on the 
post-acquisition management control system (MCS) between two Brazilian companies. The analysis 
supports two major conclusions (1) changes in the acquired company's MCS were derived from the 
new financial results-oriented culture introduced by the acquirer and (2) the implementation of this 
logic implied modifications in production, financial and quality controls.  
 
This study demonstrated that post-acquisition management is a key factor for the success and added 
value of acquisition transactions (Jordao et al., 2014, p. 548). The administration usually faces the 
challenge of implementing the necessary management control to assure the achievement of the pre-
acquisition goals and minimize the cultural or logic clash and minimize the tensions (Bjursell, 2011) 
between merged or acquired companies (Jordao et al., 2014, p. 548). One of the main limitations of 
this study is that the analysis is limited to a single case and therefore cannot be generalized (Jordao 
et al., 2014, p. 548). More research should be conducted on post-acquisition MCS in different 
contexts to provide a deeper account of the relationship between such changes and contingency 
variables, such as control culture and integration (Jordao et al., 2014, p. 548). 
 
To summarize, there can be many reasons for SMES to be involved in M&As. One of the key factors 
of the success or failure of a post-M&A is to recognize and respect the different logics within the two 
firms, with the goal of blending them together (Mickelson and Worley, 2003, p.264). However, after 
a merger or acquisition, there will be different ownership structures, an unclear strategic orientation, 
and ideas of differentness concerning organizational cultures and logics that could create tensions 
within the organization (Bjursell, 2011, p.75). An issue in this is how the development of logics is 
affected by the patterns of interaction between members of the organization (Weber et al., 2013, 
p.413). Furthermore, the likelihood of conflicting logics and coordination failures is underestimated 
by many organizations (Weber et al., 2003) and should be given attention after the M&A. An 
important point in reducing the conflict of logics is bringing the old mindsets together as one logic 
(Weber et al., 2003). However, creating a new logic is a major challenge (Weber et al., 2003). 
 
Elements of institutional logics have strong associations with culture, especially through ideas of 
meaning (Hinings, 2011). Therefore, institutional logics and organizational culture are highly 
interrelated (Hinings and Schulz, 2012). Nevertheless, competing logics can co-exist and rivalry 
between logics can be managed through the development of collaborative relationships within firms 
(Reay et al., 2009). One of the key success factors in an M&A is the post-acquisition management; 
they should add value to the acquisition transaction (Jordao et al. 2014 p. 548). The administration 
usually faces the challenge of implementing the management control necessary to assure the 
achievement of the pre-acquisition goals and minimize the cultural or logic clash between merged or 
acquired companies (Jordao et al. 2014 p. 548).  
 
Although much research has been conducted, there are still some gaps in the literature. The 
limitations of the previous research lead to the research questions. 
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1.3 Central research question and sub-questions 
Central research question 
How do institutional logics affect the management control of small and medium enterprises after a 
merger or acquisition? 
 
Sub-questions 
1. What are institutional logics? 
2. What is management control? 
3. What are typical behavioural characteristics of SMEs? 
4. What is known about the effects of mergers and acquisitions? 
5. How do institutional logics, mergers and acquisitions, management control systems, and small and 
medium enterprises relate in theory? 
6. How do institutional logics, mergers and acquisitions, management control systems, and small and 
medium enterprises relate in practice? 
7. What are the theoretical consequences of the empirical findings? 
 
1.4 Scientific relevance 
This research provides an understanding of the theory of institutional logics within SMEs in the 
context of an M&A. It provides insight into how institutional logics develop over time and affect the 
management control of SMEs after an M&A. Furthermore, this research provides insight into the 
process of management control change as related to M&As. This research contributes to the body of 
knowledge by bridging the theory of institutional logics with the theory of management control 
regarding the success or failure of a merger or acquisition to determine the effect of institutional 
logics on the success or failure of M&As among SMEs. 
 
1.5 Social relevance 
This research provides policymakers with an understanding of management control after an M&A 
and gives them a handle on how to manage an M&A of SMEs. Furthermore, a business can gain 
practical insights from this study that will help them to increase the success of a merger or 
acquisition of an SME(s). Finally, companies can use this research to determine the likelihood of 
success prior to the merger or acquisition. 
 
1.6 Thesis structure  
The remainder of the paper is organized into four chapters. In Chapter 2, the theoretical background 
and framework adopted in this study are given via a literature study. In Chapter 3, the research 
methods and the case study company are discussed. Chapter 4 presents the results of the research 
obtained from the interviews conducted in the case study company. The literature will be compared 
with the results of the case study. The final chapter provides the conclusions and answers the central 
question.  
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2. Literature study 
In this chapter, the sub-questions of this research are examined. Each section discusses one of the 
sub-questions and gives the theoretical answers to the question based on available literature. The 
relevant terms of this thesis are institutional logics (ILs), mergers and acquisitions, management 
control (MC), and small and medium enterprises. 
 
2.1 Institutional logics 
In this section, the literature concerning institutional logics is discussed to give the theoretical answer 
to the question what institutional logics are. Thornton and Ocasio (1999, p. 804) define institutional 
logics (ILs) as “the socially constructed, historical pattern of material practices, assumptions, values, 
beliefs, and rules by which individuals produce and reproduce their material subsistence, organize 
time and space, and provide meaning to their social reality”. 
 
The concept of institutional logics consists of connected material and symbolic elements that 
cooperate to form a type of institutional order. As a result, institutional logics consist of a strong 
contingent set of social norms driving behaviour by a logic of appropriateness (Guerreiro et al., 
2012). The main assumption of the institutional logics approach is that the interests, values, and 
identities of individuals and organizations are embedded within prevailing institutional logics 
(Thornton and Ocasio, 2008). Therefore, institutional logics shape cognition and guide decision 
making by contributing to organizational actors focusing on a limited number of factors and solutions 
that are in line with the prevailing logic and determine salient issues and problems (Thornton, 2002). 
 
ILs provide organizations with their organizing principles for a specific field (Friedland and Alford, 
1991). ILs are the basis of the taken-for-granted rules of field-level participants and their guiding 
behaviour (Scott, 2001). ILs are important theoretical constructs because they help explain the 
connections that create a sense of common purpose and unity within an organizational field (Reay et 
al., 2009). Besides this, institutional theorists have argued that organizational fields are organized by 
a dominant institutional logic, although two or more institutional logics can exist simultaneously 
(Scott, 2008; Thornton and Ocasio, 1999).  
 
ILs are also an important aspect in understanding institutional change. The concepts of institutional 
logics and institutional change are highly interrelated (Reay et al., 2009). Institutional change is often 
associated with the introduction of a new logic for the field (Lounsbury, 2002; Scott et al., 2000; 
Suddaby and Greenwood, 2005). Many institutional researchers interpret institutional change as the 
movement from one dominant logic to another (Greenwood et al., 2002; Hoffman, 1999). Despite 
the existence of other logics, the dominant logic guides the behaviour of participants (Reay et al., 
2009). Multiple studies have shown how a newly introduced logic can become the dominant logic, 
which will provide a new guidance for the field members (Kitchener, 2002; Hensmans, 2003; Scott et 
al., 2000). 
 
2.2 Mergers and acquisitions 
In this section, the literature concerning mergers and acquisitions is discussed to give the theoretical 
answer to the question what is known about the effects of mergers and acquisitions. Mergers and 
acquisitions are common strategic decisions in a changing business environment to keep a 
competitive advantage. An M&A can transform a company’s business capabilities and provide new 
opportunities for growth, profitability, and competitiveness (Mickelson and Worley, 2003).  
 
Traditional M&A literature focused on the acquisition process and the importance of taking a 
systematic approach to enhance the chances of a successful acquisition (Ledford, Siehl, McGrath, and 
Miller, 1985; Haspeslagh and Jemison, 1991; Marks and Mirvis, 1998). The pre- and post-acquisition 
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processes should serve the strategy behind the M&A. One of the strategies behind an M&A can be a 
growth strategy to increase shareholder value, which can come from a well developed pre- and post-
acquisition integration program designed to capture the synergies of the acquisition (Mickelson and 
Worley, 2003).  
 
Meeting financial expectations, like revenue and profitability targets, and increased shareholder 
value are the dominant key success factor for any acquisition. However, the decomposition of the 
factors that contribute to the success (or failure) of an M&A are complex (Mickelson and Worley, 
2003). The existing literature on M&As is divided, with one stream focusing on the relationship 
between financial performance and strategic fit (Lubatkin, 1983; Shelton, 1988) and another focusing 
on the cultural fit and the success of combining cultures (Buono, Bowditch, and Lewis, 1985; Jemison 
and Sitkin, 1986).  
 
Merger success in the context of related M&As depends on the synergy of both the strategic and 
operational levels. In a study that bridged both research streams, Chatterjee et al. (1992) concluded 
that investors are usually restrained about M&As where the cultures of the top management teams 
are incompatible, while they are supportive of mergers where the cultures are compatible. The 
implication is clear: the management of a buying firm should pay as much attention to issues of 
cultural fit as they do to issues of strategic fit during the premerger search process (Cartwright & 
Cooper, 1995).  
 
Other research found that financial and strategic considerations tend to be dominant during the 
acquisition selection (Cartwright & Cooper, 1993). Nevertheless, when looking at the failure rates of 
M&As, emphasising poor selection criteria, such as purchasing price, the potential economies of 
scale, and the strategic fit, has little influence on improving the success rate (Chatterjee et al., 1992). 
Therefore, it is not surprising that human resource and cultural issues were the main factors affecting 
the success of the integration process and influencing M&As outcomes (Cartwright & Cooper, 1993; 
Cartwright & Cooper, 1995).  
 
The relative organization size may also influence the relationship between cultural differences, 
cultural tolerance, and shareholder gains (Chatterjee et al., 1992). Penrose (1959) and Shrivastava 
(1986) argue that the larger the acquired firm relative to the buyer firm, the greater the difficulty for 
the managers of the buying firm to understand all the areas where integration is needed. 
 
Based on the reviewed literature, M&As affect the companies involved during the change after the 
M&A. The companies will be exposed to a variety of new elements. There will be an increase of 
uncertainty, the existing cultures must be matched, the strategies of the companies need to be 
reviewed, and the new management will bring new management control systems with them. To 
increase the success of an M&A, multiple key success factors can be identified for the pre- and post-
acquisition phases. The most relevant pre-acquisition key success factors mentioned in the literature 
are (1) determining the optimal level of M&A integration based on the strategic intent (Haspeslagh 
and Jemison, 1991; Datta & Grant, 1990) and (2) analyzing the human resource and cultural 
implications of the M&A (Mirvis and Marks, 1992; Buono, Bowditch, and Lewis III, 1985; Datta, 1991; 
Cartwright and Cooper, 1995).  
 
The post-acquisition key success factors are (1) creating a strong leadership (Shrivastava, 1986; 
Cannella and Hambrick, 1993; Datta and Grant, 1990; Cartwright & Cooper, 1995), (2) making a plan 
for the management of the post-acquisition integration (Pablo, 1994; Haspeslagh and Jemison, 1991; 
Marks & Mirvis, 1998; Galpin and Robinson, 1997), and (3) developing a strategy for cultural 
integration (Weber, 1996; Chatterjee, Lubatkin, Schweiger, andWeber, 1992; Marks, 1991). 
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2.3 Management control (systems) 
In this section, the literature concerning management control systems is discussed to give the 
theoretical answer to the question what management control is. Management control systems are 
defined in various ways in the accounting and management literature. The generally held assumption 
is that control systems in organizations consist of several forms of control that are in systemic 
interaction. Different typologies conceptualize the major aspects of the overall control system, which 
differ by a number of elements and conceptualization (Otley, 1980; Simons, 1995; Alvesson and 
Kärreman, 2004; Malmi and Brown, 2008).  
 
Malmi and Brown (2008) formed a typology of MCSs consisting of seven aspects: planning, 
cybernetic, reward and compensation, administrative, and cultural controls. When setting goals for 
the different parts of the organization, planning ensures feed-forward control. Cybernetic controls 
are based on the outcomes of feedback information and comparison of the goals. Rewards and 
compensation controls are used when the decisions on financial and other benefits are based on goal 
achievement. Administrative controls are used in organizational structures, policies, and procedures 
to get people in the organization to act in a desired way. All shared values, beliefs and social norms 
will create behavioural and control effects; this type of control is called cultural control.  
 
The classical definition of management control, given by Anthony (1965), focuses on formal 
information processes where management accounting is central. It also distinguishes between 
strategic planning, management control, and task control. Strategic planning is the process of setting 
the objectives of the organization and task control is the process of ensuring that specific tasks are 
executed effectively and efficiently (Anthony and Govindarajan, 1998). Strategic control is focused on 
how the strategy is planned and implemented in the long-term, while task control focuses on short-
term performance. The function of management control is, therefore, to support managers in 
monitoring the financial effects in the short term and at the same time monitoring the emerging 
longer-term strategic matters related to successful change management (Merchant, 1998; Chenhall 
and Euske, 2007; Merchant and Van der Stede, 2012). 
 
Management control systems are tools organisations use to reach their goals (Merchant and Van der 
Stede, 2012) and the facilitating mechanisms in the execution of the corporate strategies (Jordao et 
al., 2014) by ensuring organisational compliance with underlying social expectations, which is the 
source of legitimacy and resources (Ahrens and Khalifa, 2015; Meyer and Rowan, 1977). MCSs, 
therefore, are a major component in the managerial process (Jordao et al., 2014).  
 
What forms legitimate goals and how organizations can reach them is shaped by institutional logics 
(Schäffer et al., 2015), since they guide decision-making as broad belief systems in an institutional 
field (Friedland and Alford, 1991; Suddaby and Greenwood, 2005; Thornton, 2004). From the 
perspective of the institutional logics theory, MCSs are interpreted as socially constructed patterns 
embedded in broader cultural beliefs and rules and thus serve as decision-making motives on the 
micro-level (Lounsbury, 2007). 
 
Since MCSs and accounting play important roles in the everyday practices of an organization, they 
are the basis for the implementation and the realization of managers' and stakeholders' objectives 
(Jordao et al., 2014). The aim of MCSs are to promote the company's success by encouraging broad 
employee engagement in the management process as a mean of realizing both individual and 
managerial objectives (Gomes & Salas, 1997) and contribute to the creation of organizational reality. 
They are simultaneously adapted to be compatible with various target groups and specific contexts 
(Ahrens and Khalifa, 2015; Ezzamel et al., 2012). 
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From a strategic perspective, MCSs are used to gain a competitive position. From an organizational 
perspective, they help both the organization and employees to focus on the objectives of the 
administration (Jordao et al., 2014). 
 
2.4 Small and medium enterprises 
In this section, the literature concerning SMEs is discussed to give the theoretical answer to the 
question what typical behavioural characteristics are of SMEs. Small and medium-sized enterprises 
represent an overwhelming proportion of the entrepreneurial structure of the EU, contributing in 
large measure to economic growth, job creation and innovation (Ciubotariu, 2013). The definition of 
an SME is clear at first glance. However, after a review of the literature, it turns out that researchers 
do not agree on a single definition of SMEs. Many researchers point out the difficulty of defining 
SMEs and there may not be a universal definition (Ciubotariu, 2013). Ciubotariu (2013) combined 
multiple common and specific characteristics of SMEs identified in the literature. The most common 
features are shown in the figure below: 
 
 
Figure 1 Most common and specific characteristics of SMEs (Ciubotariu, 2013). 
There are other possible characteristics, but these vary from country to country. These are not 
included because they do not relate to the subject of this paper. 
 
2.5 How do institutional logics, mergers and acquisitions, management control 
systems, and small and medium enterprises relate in theory? 
In this section, the literature concerning the previously discussed elements are combined to give the 
theoretical answer on how these terms and theories are related to each other.  
 
SMEs in relation to MCSs 
Little research has been conducted on the use of MCS techniques by SMEs (Armitage et al., 2016). In 
comparison with larger companies, there are differences in SMEs that can influence the MCSs used. 
SMEs, for example, have a less formal strategy, a centralized management (usually the owner), and a 
hierarchical structure with few levels (Ciubotariu, 2013). This makes it easier to control the company 
and fewer complex MCSs are necessary. Furthermore, most of the research in the area of MCSs 
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among SMEs examine the use of specific management accounting techniques by SMEs and focuses 
on the current trends in management accounting (Armitage et al., 2016). For example, Hudson et al. 
(2001) examined how performance measurement systems are implemented and developed by SMEs. 
In their sample, they concluded that SMEs use measurement systems that are not closely linked to 
the firms’ strategy, focus heavily on financial metrics, and are mainly developed on an ad hoc basis 
by individual managers.  
 
Sousa et al. (2006) studied the use of performance measurement systems in British SMEs. They 
notice that SMEs mainly use a limited set of financial metrics, but smaller companies make greater 
use of forward-looking measures connected to the innovation processes as well as customer-related 
statistics. In a more recent study, Timans et al. (2012) examine the use of the lean six-sigma approach 
by SMEs for implementing the continuous improvement process. Timans et al. (2012) concluded that 
around 40 percent of the SMEs use some form of lean six-sigma but also mentioned that lack of 
resources is a significant barrier to the adoption of the technique. 
 
Davila and Foster (2005) studied the adoption of MCSs by start-ups in the United States. They 
concluded that the use of cash budgets and operating budgets is usual but these tools are commonly 
implemented by larger firms and by companies that receive venture capital. Moores and Yuen (2001) 
compared the use of management accounting techniques by SMEs at various stages of the 
organizational life cycle (birth, growth, maturity, revival, and decline). An important finding is that 
organizations rely more heavily on management accounting techniques when they progress from the 
birth to growth stage, but use these techniques less in the decline stage.  
 
Finally, Armitage et al. (2016), in their research about management accounting techniques used by 
SMEs, mentioned three interesting themes regarding the extent to which SMEs use specific 
management accounting techniques. First, they mentioned that SMEs look for management 
accounting techniques that have an impact on the decision-usefulness for planning, control and 
performance management and that the main technique used is forecasting. Second, the nature and 
scale of the company’s operations determine the extent to which management accounting 
techniques are used; this explains why certain techniques are considered decision-useful by some 
firms but not others. Third, small early-stage firms make the least use of management accounting 
techniques. More established firms used multiple techniques, while younger firms made little use of 
these techniques.  
 
These findings are in accordance with Davila and Foster (2005) and Moores and Yuen (2001)—when 
firms grow and mature, they make more use of management accounting techniques, because they 
have greater resources to use in adopting them, a greater need due to their greater operating scale, 
and the associated higher information needs to coordinate activities and communicate across the 
larger firm. 
 
SMEs in relation to M&A 
There is a wide variety of research on the determinants and economic performance of M&As 
(Agrawal and Jaffe, 2000; Gugler et al., 2012; Kaplan, 2000; Martynova and Renneboog, 2008). These 
studies rely mainly on stock market-based measures of performance (Andrade et al., 2001; King et 
al., 2004; Meglio and Risberg, 2011) and mostly focus on large firms (Arvanitis and Stucki, 2015). 
However, most of the M&As are between SMEs and it is unclear whether the implications of the 
studies on larger firms are valid for SMEs (Weitzel and McCarthy, 2011).  
 
SMEs differ from their larger counterparts in several ways. SMEs have simpler governance structures 
and often the operational manager is the owner or main shareholder (Arvanitis and Stucki, 2015). 
This difference would directly mitigate the agency problem that usually confronts M&As (Jensen, 
1986). In addition, there are significantly more coordination problems in large firms (Williamson, 
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1975); these problems are lessened in the event of restructuring in a merger with a similar sized 
company (Arvanitis and Stucki, 2015). Therefore, the performance effects of M&As might be greater 
for SMEs than for larger organizations (Arvanitis and Stucki, 2015).  
 
Other factors limit the synergy effects of M&As in smaller firms; for example, SMEs cannot optimally 
use the potential for economies of scale or market power (Arvanitis and Stucki, 2015). Besides, large 
firms might have more experience with M&As, be more open to other business cultures, and have 
more financial resources than owner-led SMEs. Therefore, they could acquire larger targets (Arvanitis 
and Stucki, 2015). 
 
Research model 
This research examines the relationship between institutional logics and management control. The 
size of the company and the introduction of a second institutional logic via a merger or acquisition 
will likely influence the management control of an organization. Therefore, the model of Ezzamel 
(2012) is used. 
 
Figure 2 Actors’ logics of action practices and the mediation of institutional change (Ezzamel, 2012). 
In this study, two key institutional logics involved in the pre-acquisition are reviewed: sales logic and 
finance logic. The finance logic represents the new logic of practice introduced after the M&A. This 
logic introduced cost allocation and extended financial measures to ensure potential profit and 
growth of the business. Sales logic refers to the pre-acquisition logic present in the company. This 
logic focused on serving all customers in the same manner, irrespective of size and demand. The 
focus of the company was to develop customer specific products in existing markets by investing 
significant amounts of money in research and development. 
 
The expectation of this research is that the introduction of a new logic, which will bring its own 
symbols, practices, and variations after the merger and acquisition, influences the existing 
management control systems prior to the merger and acquisition. Both the existing logic and the 
new logic will need to merge into new MCSs. These new developed MCSs will have consequences for 
the performance of the company. They can be accepted, but can also cause problems within the 
organization due to the influence of the existing logic within the organization.  
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3. Methods 
The methodology section describes the research methods used for the execution of this research and 
how the data was collected and analyzed. 
 
3.1 Research methods 
This study uses an exploratory case study research method to understand and explain how 
institutional logics affect the management control of small and medium enterprises after a merger or 
acquisition. In this manner, it is possible to gain insight into a subject and examine possible links. A 
case study was chosen to investigate a contemporary phenomenon within its real-life context. This 
research aims to determine why (management) decisions were taken, how they were implemented, 
and what the results were. 
 
The study is a single holistic case study. This means that the research was conducted based on one 
case in one organization. This method was chosen because this research is a unique case in which the 
logics in a unique company are studied. The company is a privatized food company in the 
Netherlands that was involved in an M&A in 2012. For more than 65 years, this company was family 
owned and was transferred to multiple successors. Due to poor financial results, the company was 
put up for sale and in 2012 was bought by a new owner. The new owner became the main 
shareholder and the managing director of the company, so the company still has a single owner. 
 
This study is a deductive research, which means that the research is built from the top down. Based 
on existing literature, a central question was formulated, which led to additional sub-questions. The 
model of Ezzamel (2012) was selected as the main model of the research. This model is used in the 
discussion to connect the results from the literature to the results of the case study research. 
 
3.2 Data collection 
This study analyzes the changes in institutional logics and the management controls after the M&A in 
2012. The field research is based on three sources of data: interviews, documents, and informal 
conversation. The researcher had full access to the case study company at all times. Therefore, the 
researcher obtained good access to all departments and to a significant number of managers and 
employees at different organizational levels. 
 
Semi-structured and face-to-face interviews constitute the primary method of data collection in this 
study. Besides generating data from interviews, other sources of data were used to collect evidence. 
Several documents were collected from the case study company, such as annual reports and 
minutes. Another source of data was through informal conversations with staff members. 
 
To conduct semi-structured interviews, a sample must be selected. A sample is a group of people in 
the research population who participate in the study. For this research, we used non-probability 
sampling—the respondents were selected based on whether they were working at the company at 
the time of the M&A, are still working within the company or are willing to participate in the research 
and were involved in the M&A. The following table gives an overview of the interviewees. 
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Code Function Number 
of people 
Role 
Test  1  
R1 Owner/Managing director 1 Buying party 
R2 Financial manager 1 Financial manager during and after M&A 
R3 Technology director 1 Minority shareholder 
R4 Production staff 1 Employee during and after the M&A 
R5 Administrator 1 Employee during and after the M&A 
R6 Technologist 1 Introduced after the M&A but is a former employee of 
the new owner 
R7 Sales and marketing 2 Introduced after the M&A but are former employees 
of the new owner 
Table 1 Interviewees 
These functions and people were selected because of their involvement during the M&A. Some 
interviewees were actively involved in the M&A and in the decisions concerning the MCS. Other 
interviewees were indirectly involved during the M&A process but were affected by the MCS present 
in the organization. Finally, some of the interviewees were new employees hired after the M&A but 
had worked with the new owner in previous companies and are familiar with the newly introduced 
logic. 
 
Prior to the interviews, a trial interview was conducted to check that the interview design provides 
the desired information. Based on that information, the interview schedule and design were adjusted 
so that the correct information was obtained during the investigation. Furthermore, the interviews 
were recorded and summarized to analyze the data and to increase the reliability of the research. 
Finally, the outcomes of the interviews were put in a matrix to allow pattern matching. 
 
3.3 Data analysis 
The interview recordings were put in a matrix. This matrix was used to pattern match the 
information and accommodate it in a causal network. In addition, the information from the 
interviews was matched with the available documentation. This data was analyzed and processed 
and will be presented in the results. 
 
3.4 Methodological Issues 
When conducting research, problems can arise with the collected data. Problems may arise in the 
reliability, internal validity, external validity, and construct validity of the research. 
 
Reliability 
Reliability refers to the absence of random errors, enabling subsequent researchers to arrive at the 
same insights if they conducted the same study (Denzin and Lincoln, 1994). Similarly, Silverman 
defines reliability as “the degree of consistency with which instances are assigned to the same 
category by different observers or different occasions” (Silverman, 2005, p. 210). Silverman points 
out that in many qualitative studies, “the reader has to depend on the researcher’s depiction of what 
was going on” (Silverman, 2005, p. 221).  
 
Silverman suggests that reliability can be ensured by a principle he calls “low-inference descriptors”. 
He explains that although no piece of research can be free from the underlying assumptions that 
guide it, detailed data presentations that make minimal inferences are always preferable to 
researchers’ presentations of their own (high-inference) summaries of their data (Gibbert and 
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Ruigrok, 2010). For interview data, Silverman suggests a number of means for increasing reliability, 
including recording all face-to-face interviews, carefully transcribing these recordings, using fixed-
choice answers or inter-rater reliability checks on the coding of answers to open-ended questions, 
and presenting long extracts of data in the research report. The use of semi-structured interviews as 
a data collection method can be an issue. It is therefore particularly important to justify why choices 
are made so that the research can be understood correctly (Gibbert and Ruigrok, 2010). 
 
Internal validity 
Internal validity refers to the presence of causal relationships between variables and results (Gibbert 
and Ruigrok, 2010). Whereas construct validity is relevant mainly during the data collection phase, 
internal validity applies also to the data analysis phase, even though many decisions regarding 
internal validity are made in the design phase (Yin, 1994, p. 105). The issue is whether the researcher 
manages to construct a plausible causal logical argument that is rigorous enough to defend the 
research conclusions (Gibbert and Ruigrok, 2010). Furthermore, the participants are interviewed in a 
short period of time to avoid perceptions changing over time. In addition, to obtain a causal 
relationship, it is important to ask in-depth questions to gain deeper insights into causes that 
influence the process.  
 
External validity 
External validity, or generalizability, is grounded in the intuitive belief that theories must be shown to 
account for phenomena not only in the setting in which they are studied but also in other settings 
(Gibbert and Ruigrok, 2010). One of the conditions for the generalization of a study is using a 
representative number of respondents to obtain the data. In this research, a wide range of people 
involved in the M&A were interviewed. The results from this study can be generalized, but only 
analytically. This denotes a process that refers to the generalization from empirical observations to 
theory, rather than to a population (statistical generalization) (e.g., Yin, 1994). 
 
Construct validity 
The construct validity of a procedure refers to the extent to which a study investigates what it claims 
to investigate, that is, the extent to which a procedure leads to an accurate observation of reality 
(Denzin and Lincoln, 1994). One of the main challenges for case study researchers is to develop a 
well-considered set of actions, rather than using ‘subjective’ judgments (Yin, 1994, p. 41). To achieve 
this, models were selected in advance of this research that ensures the researcher measures the 
right variables. In addition, the variables were operationalized in advance based on the literature. 
Besides that, multiple sources were used as evidence (triangulation) and each interview was 
reviewed by the interviewee after the interview. 
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4. Analysis 
In this chapter, the results of the case study are presented. The purpose of this research is to gain 
knowledge regarding how institutional logics affect the management control of small and medium 
enterprises after a merger or acquisition. Therefore, the research investigates whether the transition 
of one dominant institutional logic to another would affect the management control of an SME in the 
food industry after conducting an M&A. Little research has been conducted on the combination of 
these topics, so it remains a question whether these subjects influence each other. Based on the 
theoretical model of Ezzamel (2012) outlined in Section 2.5, the literature is compared with the 
results from the case study.  
 
Background and the necessity for an M&A 
First, the results show that there is a distinction between the institutional logics before and after the 
M&A. In this study, we focused on two institutional logics: the sales logic and financial logic. These 
logics are the representation of the mindsets of the old management (sales logic) and the new 
management (financial logic) or as Thornton and Ocasio (1999, p. 804) interpret them, institutional 
logics (ILs) are “the socially constructed, historical pattern of material practices, assumptions, values, 
beliefs, and rules by which individuals produce and reproduce their material subsistence, organize 
time and space, and provide meaning to their social reality”. Institutional logics consist of connected 
material and symbolic elements that cooperate to form a particular type of institutional order. As a 
result, institutional logics consist of a strong contingent set of social norms driving behaviour by a 
logic of appropriateness (Guerreiro et al., 2012). The logic prior to the M&A is sales logic. As 
mentioned in the model of Ezzamel (2012), there are (symbolic) associations with this logic. The 
interviewees associated the sales logic with a “lot of business” and with “many small customers and 
a couple of major accountants”. There was no specific direction and every (potential) customer with 
a problem could come to the company and independent of the potential of the deal, the customer 
was served. 
 
As a production employee describes the situation prior to the M&A, “The company was controlled 
for years by strong personalities, with a strong vision”. Within this vision, the sales logic echoed 
throughout the organization. This is in line with Scott (2008) and Thornton and Ocasio (1999), who 
describe that organizational fields are organized by a dominant institutional logic. In our case study, 
we came across a similar situation where one dominant logic (sales logic) was replaced with another 
dominant logic (financial logic).  
 
The company, a remnant of a larger entity, was still governed as a multinational. For example, the 
management team consisted of four people and there was an ‘exaggerated’ large board of 
supervisors with ‘heavyweight’ members who had extensive experience in large multinationals. 
However, missing the link with SMEs, most members of the supervisory board had no idea how bad 
the results of the company were. With this missing link, they could not see the real operational 
(micro-level) problems and focused too much on the strategy (macro-level) of the company. The new 
owner referred to this: “You can say that the company was lacking entrepreneurship”.  
 
The old management did not feel a necessity to change the company. Although the financial results 
of the company were decreasing, there was enough capital available within the family to keep the 
business operating, which meant there was no need to change. The sales logic, established for years, 
focused too much on the company history of being a multinational. This logic reflected on the board 
and management. Therefore, the company could not excel in this situation and lacked 
entrepreneurship. This created the necessity for an M&A. 
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M&A between SMEs 
Following the model of Ezzamel (2012), the starting point is when the M&A occurred. The main 
reason for the M&A was the imminent death of the owner and major shareholder of the company. 
This owner was the second-generation owner of a family business and had already been selling many 
of his businesses. His children were not interested in taking over the family business and therefore 
were searching for a buying party to secure the continued existence of the company. Due to tax 
regulations, it was profitable for the children to wait five years before selling the company. In the 
meantime, they were searching for a buyer that could increase their shareholder value. The company 
already suffered some difficult years and was looking for an entrepreneur to achieve growth and 
profitability. However, the new management did not get a specific target but could already become a 
minority shareholder of the company to stimulate shared interests. Besides that, the new 
management got the first opportunity to buy the company after the five years or to equal any other 
bid.  
 
When comparing these considerations to theory, we can assume that the M&A served two purposes. 
As described in the literature, an M&A can be a strategic option for many SMEs when 
intergenerational succession is not an option (Mickelson and Worley, 2003) or to achieve business 
growth (Bjursell, 2011). Both options fit the situation of the case study, since the family did not want 
to take over the business and wanted to increase the shareholders’ value. 
 
Furthermore, the selling party knew that change was needed and therefore a ‘real’ entrepreneur was 
necessary. The company wanted a new owner or general manager with a vision. However, they also 
knew that the current (sales) logic was not like the (finance) logic of the new management. 
Therefore, the strategy and culture of the sales logic needed to adapt to the ideas of the finance 
logic.  
 
One of the key success factors of an M&A is to recognize and respect the different logics within the 
two firms with the goal of blending them together (Mickelson and Worley, 2003, p.264). This concept 
can also be understood as institutional change, which in this case means the movement from one 
dominant logic to another (Greenwood et al., 2002; Hoffman, 1999). Despite the existence of other 
logics, the dominant logic guides the behaviour of participants (Reay et al., 2009) and is highly 
interrelated with institutional logics (Reay et al., 2009).  
 
Institutional change is often associated with the introduction of a new logic (Lounsbury, 2002; Scott 
et al., 2000; Suddaby and Greenwood, 2005), which happened in our case study organization after 
the M&A. Eventually, the financial logic became the dominant logic of the company and gave the 
institutional actors their guidance during this new phase. This resulted in organizational actors 
focusing on a limited number of factors and solutions that are in line with the prevailing logic and 
that determine salient issues and problems (Thornton, 2002). Therefore, the finance logic shapes 
cognition and guides decision making within the organization and will form the basis of the taken-for-
granted rules of field-level participants and their guiding behaviour (Scott, 2001). The finance logic 
created connections, a sense of common purpose, and unity within the organization (Reay et al., 
2009). However, this did not happen without a struggle and caused debate between the logics. 
Therefore, the theoretical model of Ezzamel (2012) has to be repeated several times to overcome 
these struggles, lead to a successful M&A and legitimize the changes. 
 
The main reason for the new management to enter the organization was clear. Although the new 
management saw that the company was doing badly and profits were dropping, they also saw many 
opportunities. They new owner recalled: “There was a great infrastructure within the company, 
many great facilities, and a production site with more than enough capacity to grow. The only thing 
that was missing was structure and a vision”. Mergers and acquisitions are common strategic 
decisions to the changing business environment and to keep a competitive advantage. An M&A can 
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transform a company’s business capabilities and provide new opportunities for growth, profitability, 
and competitiveness (Mickelson and Worley, 2003). However, the new owner starting with a 
minority stake caused arguments with the existing supervisory board. This made it harder to 
implement the desired changes. The new owner commented: “It is impossible to just change things 
because you need commitment from the board. Now, after the acquisition is fully completed, all of 
this is much easier”. 
 
Changes and the consequences for the organization 
All the changes made by the management (driven by the finance logic) worked out and the 
employees did not feel uncertain during the transition from the old management to the new. These 
changes refer to the model of Ezzamel (2012) at the point of the introduction of new symbols, 
practices and variations. These could be adjustments on the organizational structure, the appearance 
of the company, and management control. By not debating the changes, there are two possible 
conclusions, these changes were legitimate and accepted or there was silent resistance to the 
change. However, because dealing with the organizational culture was more difficult than expected, 
the last conclusion seems more likely. This is supported by a comment from the new management: “I 
really underestimated the amount of time it would take to change the culture within the company; 
actually, you can say that after six years this is still going on”.  
 
Employees reflected on the early months of the M&A and stated that in the beginning, the new 
management was negative towards the existing culture, giving the existing workforce the feeling that 
they did not work hard enough. A respondent stated that the new management claimed that they 
“did not do anything for ten years”. As can be seen from this quote, the new management had little 
respect for the sales logic; people got hurt by the comments that were made at that time. This could 
be one of the reasons why people had difficulties committing to some changes and why there was a 
silent resistance or debate between the two logics. 
 
Nevertheless, the decomposition of the factors that contribute to the success (or failure) of an M&A 
are complex (Mickelson and Worley, 2003). The existing literature on M&As seems to be divided, 
with one stream aimed at the relationship between financial performance and strategic fit (Lubatkin, 
1983; Shelton, 1988) and another at the cultural fit and success of combining them (Buono, 
Bowditch, and Lewis, 1985; Jemison and Sitkin, 1986). Merger success in the context of related M&As 
is dependent on synergy at both the strategic and operational levels. Cultural fit is as necessary as 
strategic fit (Cartwright and Cooper, 1995). The implication is clear: the management of a buying firm 
should pay as much attention to issues of cultural fit during the premerger search process as they do 
to issues of strategic fit.  
 
Based on the interviews, we can conclude that the cultural fit was insufficiently considered and the 
focus was too much on the strategic fit. Of the most relevant pre-acquisition key success factors 
mentioned in literature—determining the optimal level of M&A integration based on the strategic 
intent and analyzing the human resource and cultural implications of the M&A—were not reviewed 
enough by the new owner prior to the M&A. However, the post-acquisition key success factors—
creating a strong leadership, making a plan for the management of the post-acquisition integration, 
and developing a strategy for cultural integration—were present and supported to ensure the 
success of the M&A. 
 
The finance logic after the M&A was contradictory to the sales logic prior to the M&A, causing some 
difficulties for the new management. The finance logic was already present within the company, for 
instance, in the financial department, but still had to become dominant. One of the major points 
addressed by the new management was the ‘old fashioned’ style of the company, not only in the way 
that the company presented itself to the outside, but also when looking at its internal processes. The 
building was old fashioned, made a statement of hierarchy (by using building materials like marble), 
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and had a closed character that reflected the previous sales logic. Therefore, new symbols and 
practice were developed as mentioned in the model of Ezzamel (2012). A previous manager recalled: 
“The company had bad results for years and needed a fresh wind”. Based on extended analytics, 
automation, and digitalisation, the business was turned inside out and a new strategic plan was 
implemented based on the vision (finance logic) of the new owner.  
 
Impact on the MCSs 
As a result of the dominance of the finance logic, the hierarchical structure of the company 
underwent changes in recent years. When the company was still within the family, there was a 
strong hierarchical structure. In the past, the company had multiple production sites and offices 
around the globe. When the second-generation owner was alive and noticed that his children were 
not interested in taking over the family business, the company was sold in pieces. Eventually, the 
production site in the Netherlands was the only one left as a reminder of the glory days.  
 
One of the major changes was that the existing management team was dismantled; some members 
were fired and others’ duties were downgraded. This was done to create a flat organizational 
structure led by the new owner. A flat organizational structure is quite common for SMEs. Besides 
that SMEs often have a less formal strategy, a centralized management (usually the owner), and have 
a hierarchical structure with fewer levels (Ciubotariu, 2013). This makes it easier to control the 
company and fewer complex MCSs are necessary. Furthermore, due to the financial logic, the 
building and office were reclassified and broken up to create open workspaces. This was done to 
stimulate proactivity and collaboration. A sales employee commented: “This had some positive 
outcomes, like sharing information and being able to cooperate, but it also had some negative 
outcomes, like giving space to influence each other in a negative way, for example, about decisions 
made by the management”. 
 
Furthermore, the dominance of the finance logic resulted in the complete renewing of the interior to 
give the company new symbols and supported the dominance of the finance logic. With the renewal 
of the interior design, the company made sure that the appearance changed from an old-fashioned 
company to an innovative organization. The major purpose was to generate more income by 
attracting other innovative companies. This started by changing the old practices in the company. In 
addition, and to get people involved in the change process, a culture club was founded with 
representatives of different departments in the company to allow debate about the changes. Besides 
that, the company started conducting canteen meetings and printing a staff magazine to inform the 
staff about the developments in the company and to get to know each other better. Ezzamel (2012) 
refers to these techniques in his model as ways to create stability.  
 
Despite the variety of communication tools, there was little room to influence the decision making 
process of the new management. An administration clerk recalled: “There was hope that with the 
introduction of the new management we would be better informant about changes; however, this 
never happened”. In the model of Ezzamel (2012), the organization was at this point creating new 
symbols, practices, and variations. This caused friction between the sales logic and the financial logic 
due to clashing habits and mentalities, resulting in debates and repeatedly traversing the model of 
Ezzamel (2012) to overcome these struggles to legitimize the changes.  
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Adaptation of the MCSs 
The sales logic of the management prior to the M&A was controlling the company mainly on 
turnover figures, with less attention to margins and (development) costs. The company was heavily 
focused on financial metrics that were mainly developed by individual managers (Hudson et al., 
2001). A possible explanation for this is given by Moores and Yuen (2001), who compared the use of 
management accounting techniques by SMEs at various stages of the organizational life cycle (birth, 
growth, maturity, revival, and decline). An important finding is that organizations rely more heavily 
on management accounting techniques when they progress from the birth to growth stage, but use 
the techniques less in the decline stage. This could be why the company was not actively controlling 
the operations anymore, even though it had an experienced board and management. 
 
The golden rule of the company was to serve every (potential) customer in the best way, no matter 
the size or potential. This process was one of the major management control changes conducted by 
the finance logic of the new management. They wanted to control the company more on margins 
and were less interested in turnover. Therefore, it was necessary to evaluate all existing customers’ 
purchasing patterns and the potential of all current and new projects. It was also important that this 
sales process could be evaluated in the future.  
 
The sales logic of the old management resulted in an extensive range of products. Therefore, the 
assortment was reviewed by the new management and cleaned up. Furthermore, in line with the 
finance logic, the account managers were asked to only serve their major accounts, relieving them of 
all the small ones and letting inside sales deal with those. The account managers accepted this 
performative consequence without any debate. The reduction of the customer portfolio per account 
manager gave more stability to the sales staff. Additionally, a new division was opened to reduce the 
dependency on a single market and focus on a new market segment.  
 
All these changes had a major impact on the company and its employees. A technology clerk said: 
“Some of the product ranges were cleaned up but had been the life work of some employees”. The 
new focus and consequence for the technology department had some unintended alterations, 
powered by the ideology of sales logic. These alterations caused debate between the technology 
department and the new management about whether this was the right direction for the company to 
go. Eventually, this was solved by granting the technology department more space for developing 
new concepts that were in line with the course of the new ideology. 
 
To gain insight into the business processes and to make better management decisions, the new 
management (finance logic) invested in automation and digitalisation. This resulted, for example, in a 
new enterprise resource system with the same database and analysis tool. This is a form of lean six-
sigma (Timans et al., 2012) that strives for continuous improvement of the company. Eventually, this 
made it possible to gain real-time insights into the financial figures, margins, and turnovers. It also 
made it possible to continually redirect operations if necessary. In the sales logic, there were only 
monthly reports, making it impossible to adjust operations at the right moment. 
 
Due to its financial independence prior to the M&A, the company could have a loose incentive 
system. The financial position of the company was very strong prior to the M&A, due to the liquidity 
of the family. Therefore, it could pay incentives even in difficult times. Although bonuses were 
formally linked to the company’s turnover and margin performance, the maximum bonus was paid 
out every year. Introducing the financial logic of the new management created huge disturbances. 
The new owner had a different opinion on incentives and believed that everybody should understand 
that the company was in a bad situation and could not give incentives if they were not affordable. A 
previous manager said this: “Led to some discussion between employees but they eventually 
submitted to it because they understood the situation of the company”. 
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Debate among logics 
When looking at the model of Ezzamel (2012), the M&A and change of management of the company 
significantly influenced the decision making within the company. Besides that, employees’ way of 
thinking and the organizational culture were put under pressure, mainly due to the finance logic 
made dominant by the new owner. The movement from one dominant logic to another caused an 
institutional change. As a result, members of the organization were forced to accept these 
consequences by introducing new variations, practices, and symbols as described in the previous 
sections of this chapter.  
 
These consequences caused some debate and controversy in the company. This meant the company 
needed to make adaptations in their practices. Many of the existing employees submitted silently to 
the changes but were hurt by the “harsh statements” of the new management, indicating that the 
previous sales logic was “no good”. The original management tried to influence the decision making 
on the changes declared by the new owner, but often without success. This led to the dismissal of 
almost all the management on basis of “not fitting in the novel process”.  
 
The company is now trying to continuously improve its operations by reviewing all the processes to 
optimize the expenses of the company. Overall, the interviewees were pleased with the M&A and 
every interviewee admitted that the company probably would have been closed if the M&A had not 
taken place. 
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5. Conclusions, recommendations, restrictions and reflection 
In this section, the most important conclusions are given, followed by recommendations for practice 
and future research. Finally, a reflection on the study is given. 
 
5.1 Conclusions 
After owners of SMEs retire, the ownership of the company is often transferred to its successor, most 
of the time a family member, or the company is eliminated. However, sometimes the ownership of 
the company is transferred to an ‘outsider’. In these cases, we speak of a merger or acquisition of the 
company.  
 
There are multiple reasons for an M&A, such as when intergenerational succession is not an option 
(Mickelson and Worley, 2003) or to achieve business growth (Bjursell, 2011). A merger or acquisition 
leads to different ownership structures, an unclear strategic orientation, and differing organizational 
logics that could create tensions within the organization (Bjursell, 2011, p.75). Therefore, creating a 
shared logic is essential. This is one of the major challenges for companies after an M&A (Weber et 
al., 2003). On basis of these gaps in the literature, a central research question was formulated, which 
led to additional sub-questions. Based on the literature, the model of Ezzamel (2012) was selected as 
the main model of this research, which led to the following research question: 
 
 “How do institutional logics affect the management control of small and medium enterprises after a 
merger or acquisition?” 
 
This study adopted an exploratory case study research as research method to explain how 
institutional logics affect the management control of small and medium enterprises after a merger or 
acquisition. A case study was chosen to investigate a contemporary phenomenon within its real-life 
context and the research aimed to determine why management decisions, how they were 
implemented, and what the results were. The field research is based on three sources of data: 
interviews, documents, and informal conversation.  
 
In the literature and our case study, the theory of institutional logics and the success or failure of 
mergers and acquisitions are connected. For example, within the theory about M&As, the success or 
failure of an M&A is not only based on a strategic fit but also on a cultural fit. The cultural fit shows 
that within the company, there was a shift from one dominant logic to another, which created a 
strong leadership (a key success factor for M&As). In addition, the use of management control 
systems supported the necessary changes in the company, made the M&A successful, and made the 
company profitable again. 
 
5.2 Recommendations for practitioners 
This study shows that the theory of institutional logics and the success or failure of mergers and 
acquisitions influence one another. The research supports the evidence that a strategic fit and a 
cultural fit are equally important. Culture in this research can be translated as institutional logics and 
these findings can help businesses gain practical insights to increase the success of a merger or 
acquisition of SMEs in the future. Besides that, companies can use this research to determine the 
likelihood of success prior to the merger or acquisition. 
 
Furthermore, this study provides practical guidance for policymakers in understanding the 
importance of management control after an M&A and give them handles on how to manage an SME 
after an M&A. 
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5.3 Conditions and restrictions 
This research has a number of limitations. Due to the feasibility of the research, the research period 
was from 2012 to 2017. In addition, each interviewee is influenced by multiple logics. This research 
included only the two logics of the different management groups. However, there are more logics 
within the management, which could also influence the decision making process. 
 
Furthermore, a case study was chosen as the methodology of this study, which examines social 
reality. This reality must be interpreted by the researcher and is not objective. This can be overcome 
by conducting the research with multiple researchers with different backgrounds. However, this was 
not the case in this research. The choice of semi-structured interviews had the advantage that the 
researcher could ask in-depth questions if required. Since the social reality is studied, the researcher 
should pay attention to the validity. By working with a conceptual model and operating the concepts 
for conducting the research, we tried to increase the construct validity of the research. Furthermore, 
this research was conducted at a single organisation and therefore the outcomes of this study cannot 
be generalized. However, this provides opportunities for further research. 
 
5.4 Recommendations for further research 
This paper only used the two logics of the old and the new management. Future research should 
investigate the impact and influence of all the institutional logics on the success or failure of M&As. 
 
Second, this research only studied one M&A in a specific industry. Future research should study 
multiple M&As to find generalizable outcomes. However, there will also be a wide variety of 
governance structures and practices that will differ a lot from our case study. The findings of this 
research suggest that researchers in the institutional logics field need to take multiple competing 
logics into consideration. By doing so, researchers in this field can both contribute new knowledge on 
institutional logics and add to the growing literature on management control in combination with 
institutional logics and their relation to the success or failure of mergers and acquisitions. 
 
5.5 Reflection 
The outcomes of this research provide a clear answer to the research question. As shown in the 
results, there is a link between institutional logics and management control systems. They influence 
each other and both contribute to the success or failure of a merger or acquisition. However, there 
are still many factors that influence institutional logics, management controls and their effects on the 
success or failure of a merger or acquisition. 
 
Overall, the research went well and all the desired data was collected. Most of the interviewees gave 
similar answers, which increases the reliability. However, the data collection had some challenges, 
mainly due to the sensitive topic. The interviewees were open but not always eager to give their true 
opinion. Attempts were made to retrieve this opinion by asking additional questions without 
embarrassing the interviewees. 
 
The outcomes of the research were in some respects surprising, but were mainly in line with the 
expectations and fitted the model of Ezzamel (2012). 
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Appendix 
 
Appendix 1: Interview questions: 
1. How was the process of the M&A? 
a. What was the reason for the M&A? 
b. What were the underlying ideas and motivation for the M&A? 
c. Were the outcomes of the M&A as expected? 
d. Are there any specific associations you have with the M&A process? 
2. Was there uncertainty during the process of the M&A and after the M&A? 
a. What has been done to resolve this uncertainty pre- and post M&A? 
3. Can you tell me (what you know) about the customs and practice prior to the M&A? 
a. Do you know why and how these customs and practices existed? 
4. Can you tell me (what you know) about the customs and practice after the M&A? 
5. How was the transition process from the old management to the new management? 
a. Are there any major differences you noticed during and after the transition phase? 
i. Were there any specific changes for the employees? 
ii. Are there other symbols (new logo, corporate identity) and/or customs after 
the M&A? 
6. What were the priorities for the management?  
a. Was there any interaction about these priorities? Examples? 
i. How were present during the prioritizing? 
ii. What changes came out the prioritization? 
b. Were there differences in how the company is managed/controlled? How was this 
pre- and post acquisition? 
i. Were there any changes made on which the staff is assessed? 
ii. On which criteria are you assessed? Examples? 
iii. Were there any new KPIs for the company? 
iv. On which KPIs is the company control now? Examples? 
i. Are the KPIs different from the KPIs prior to the M&A? 
7. Is the focus of the company changed after the M&A? 
a. Are there differences in the long term and short term vision between pre- and post 
acquisition? 
b. Are there different goals, rules/procedures, and social norms? 
c. Are there changes in the incentive system? 
8. Was there a lot of discussion about the changes? Examples? 
a. What were the outcomes of the discussions? 
b. What were the arguments within the discussions? 
c. What went wrong? 
9. How where disputes resolved during this process? 
a. Where there possibilities to influence decisions made by the new management? 
i. Are there changes in the decision making process within the company? 
b. Are there differences in the amount of influence you have in the last years after the 
M&A? 
10. Were there things that changed without any complaining? Examples? 
a. What went well? 
b. Why did this go well? 
11. Did these changes worked out as expected? Examples? 
a. How were in control of these changes? 
b. How was it to participate in these changes within the company? 
c. How was it to adapt to these changes? 
12. Did the changes, made during M&A, influence on the performance of the company? 
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Appendix 2: Data matrix 
  Interviewee 1: marketing 
and sales  
Interviewee 2: financial 
manager 
Interviewee 3: managing 
director 
Interviewee 4: production 
staff 
1.       How was the process 
of the M&A? 
        
a.       What was the reason 
for the M&A? 
The successors of the second 
generation owner were not 
interested in take-over the 
company 
Family did not want to take it 
over and there were tax 
benefits to only sell the 
company after 5 years 
Successors were not 
interested in the company 
Successors were not 
interested in the company 
b.      What were the 
underlying ideas and 
motivation for the M&A? 
Making the company 
profitable again 
For the family to earn some 
money, for the new 
management to make the 
company profitable again. 
Getting an entrepreneur as 
general manager 
Due to tax arrangements for 
the family and to earn some 
money on it, looking for an 
entrepreneur 
For the family to earn some 
money, for the new 
management to make the 
company profitable again. 
Getting an entrepreneur as 
general manager 
c.       Were the outcomes of 
the M&A as expected? 
The M&A was good for the 
company 
I think so Yes but could have being 
faster 
  
d.      Are there any specific 
associations you have with 
the M&A process? 
No  No No No 
2.       Was there uncertainty 
during the process of the 
M&A and after the M&A? 
No everything went in a 
natural way 
No   No 
a.       What has been done 
to resolve this uncertainty 
pre- and post M&A? 
        
3.       Can you tell me (what 
you know) about the 
customs and practice prior 
to the M&A? 
In the past many wrong 
signals were given, like 
getting a bonus when the 
company had bad results. 
Everything was possible 
within the company because 
the family had a lot of 
money. The owner was really 
the boss. Employees there 
Everything was possible and 
all companies that had a 
'problem' should be helped. 
Everyone had their own 
office 
Serving everybody, a lot of 
business and much research 
for few money, no specific 
direction, everything was a 
little secret and focus was 
internally, lot of followers 
(no initiative), much 
meetings no action, doing 
what the boss asks 
Slack, chaos, unprofessional, 
civil servants, 9.00 to 17.00 
mentalities. Civil servants, 
long breaks, everything was 
fine in the company 
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mentality was earning 
money, nothing more 
a.       Do you know why and 
how these customs and 
practices existed? 
  In the past, we had open 
offices and we changed it 
when we got on this 
location, the ideas about 
offices space change every 
decade 
Just doing what they always 
did 
out of the past 
4.       Can you tell me (what 
you know) about the 
customs and practice after 
the M&A? 
A critical view, more looking 
to financial figures but open 
for feedback. Stimulating 
collaboration, coaching each 
other 
Change the culture, way of 
think of the employees, flat 
structure, working together 
Getting people in motion Something just went in the 
same way as the past, not 
always changing behaviour 
5.       How was the 
transition process from the 
old management to the new 
management? 
Many and quick changes The new owner thought the 
company was old fashioned, 
he wanted to change fast, 
therefore it was directly and 
rude 
  Without any complaint, it 
was not surprising 
a.       Are there any major 
differences you noticed 
during and after the 
transition phase? 
Many and quick changes People felt attacked by all 
the changed and where 
shocked 
People changing and make 
other decisions, different 
culture 
Culture, more strict 
                                                    
           i.      Were there any 
specific changes for the 
employees? 
The old management was 
fired and a flat 
organizational structure 
came into place 
Some people were fired from 
the old management, the 
building was made open 
(people working in one 
space) 
Fewer customers per 
salesperson, specific focus of 
the assortment 
Work was shifted to other 
departments, other focus 
                                                    
         ii.      Are there other 
symbols (new logo, 
corporate identity) and/or 
customs after the M&A? 
  People are getting a 
permanent contract much 
faster, better pension 
scheme 
    
6.       What were the 
priorities for the 
management? 
Transforming the building, 
getting rid of the dusty 
image, getting interaction, 
Transforming the building, 
getting rid of the dusty 
image, getting interaction, 
Analyzing figures and talk to 
people, classifying customers 
and select the right ones, 
Building, management, 
change 
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getting a flat organizational 
structure 
getting a flat organizational 
structure 
bringing people together, 
coaching 
a.       Was there any 
interaction about these 
priorities? Examples? 
Not much people were 
informed at the last moment 
Not, changes were just made   No but this was not different 
in the past 
                                                    
           i.      How were 
present during the 
prioritizing? 
Prioritizing was done by the 
new director on its own 
The owner and the board   Owner 
                                                    
         ii.      What changes 
came out the prioritization? 
Transforming the building, 
getting rid of the dusty 
image, getting interaction, 
getting a flat organizational 
structure 
Make a modern and open 
work space, evaluating 
projects, bakery division 
Analyzing figures and talk to 
people, classifying customers 
and select the right ones, 
bringing people together, 
coaching 
Building, management, 
change 
b.      Were there differences 
in how the company is 
managed/controlled? How 
was this pre- and post 
acquisition? 
More on financial figures and 
customers/prospects were 
critically evaluated before 
doing because 
(kg/volume/potential) 
More financially Flat structure,    
                                                    
           i.      Were there any 
changes made on which the 
staff is assessed? 
This changed a couple of 
years after the M&A when a 
new commercial director 
was introduced. Working 
with KPIs 
Other performance reviews No Not that I am aware off 
                                                    
         ii.      On which criteria 
are you assessed? 
Examples? 
The successfulness of 
marketing campaigns and 
events 
If the budget matched the 
outcomes 
New business development Amount of KG going through 
the factory 
                                                    
        iii.      Were there any 
new KPIs for the company? 
More strict on margins 
instead of turnover 
More strict on margins 
instead of turnover 
After the introduction of a 
new sales director, there 
were new KPIs for sales 
Profit, turnover 
                                                    
       iv.      On which KPIs is 
the company control now? 
Examples? 
Turnover, margins, potential More strict on margins 
instead of turnover 
Turnover, margin   
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           v.      Are the KPIs 
different from the KPIs prior 
to the M&A? 
In the past only turnover 
mattered, no matter the cost 
In the past only turnover 
mattered, no matter the cost 
More margin related per 
product 
Much more on margin than 
turnover 
7.       Is the focus of the 
company changed after the 
M&A? 
Instead of supplying 
everybody, the company is 
orientating on potential and 
volume. Furthermore, next 
to meat, bakery became a 
market segment 
Instead of supplying 
everybody, the company is 
orientating on potential and 
volume. Furthermore, next 
to meat, bakery became a 
market segment 
Growth ambition with new 
markets in Africa and the 
Middle East 
Growth 
a.       Are there differences 
in the long term and short 
term vision between pre- 
and post acquisition? 
There is an ambitious growth 
plan where the company will 
focus on concepts instead of 
selling solutions 
No both on making money Getting good personal, 
making a team, keep 
developing 
  
b.       Are there different 
goals, rules/procedures, and 
social norms? 
People need to be critical of 
their work and to others. 
Collaboration should be 
stimulated but this is difficult 
due to the past. 
Teamwork, entrepreneurship Teamwork, coaching, 
developing 
The were like civil servants, 
breaks were too long 
c.      Are there changes in 
the incentive system? 
The incentive system is 
adapted and dependent on 
the turnover and profit of 
the company. In the past, the 
incentive was just paid as a 
13th month 
Yes, from budget driven to 
turnover/margin driven 
The use of KPIs like sales 
figures, new software 
Yes  
8.       Was there a lot of 
discussion about the 
changes? Examples? 
Indirectly between co-
workers 
Submission to the changes No discussion, nobody came 
to discuss the subjects 
No discussion 
a.       What were the 
outcomes of the 
discussions? 
People go with the flow That we needed to follow 
the direction of the new 
management 
    
b.      What were the 
arguments within the 
discussions? 
That it was different in the 
past 
That the company was not 
doing well at all so there was 
reason for change 
    
c.       What went wrong? The employees were 
complaining but not 
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discussing it with the 
director 
9.       How where disputes 
resolved during this 
process? 
Disputes were avoided The new owner just followed 
his vision 
    
a.       Where there 
possibilities to influence 
decisions made by the new 
management? 
Yes, this happened on a 
small scale but almost 
nobody got into discussion  
No influence They were welcome to come 
but no one came 
Avoiding the discussion 
                                                    
     i.            Are there changes 
in the decision making 
process within the 
company? 
      Still done by the 
management 
b.      Are there differences 
in the amount of influence 
you have in the last years 
after the M&A? 
The new management is 
stimulating to make your 
own decisions but the 
management is still having a 
strong opinion 
N/A After the M&A everything 
went easier 
  
10.   Were there things that 
changed without any 
complaining? Examples? 
The introduction of canteen 
meetings and personal 
magazine 
Changing the building I did not hear anything from 
employees 
The new interior of the 
offices 
a.       What went well? Trying to communicate more 
with the employees 
      
b.      Why did this go well? This never happened in the 
past but people were curious 
to know  
    Everybody agreed that the 
old interior was old 
fashioned and needed some 
fresh look 
11.   Did these changes 
worked out as expected? 
Examples? 
Most of them, the change 
was good for the company 
and its existence. The 
company was in a bad shape 
  Currently at a tipping point Probably, the company is 
making profit again and we 
can do more work with the 
same amount of people 
a.       How were in control of 
these changes? 
The new owner The new owner Management Management 
b.      How was it to 
participate in these changes 
Not everybody agreed with 
the changes but in the long 
Change is always difficult but 
necessary 
Sometimes difficult to get 
the right people on the right 
We hoped that the 
management would 
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within the company? run they worked out as 
expected 
spot communicate more about 
their decision making, 
unfortunately, this did not 
happen 
c.       How was it to adapt to 
these changes? 
I understood that the 
changes were necessary for 
the company but not 
everybody did 
N/A I underestimated the 
amount of time it would take 
to change the organizational 
culture and should have 
given it more attention 
It was ok, we needed to shift 
from being re-active to pro-
active 
12.   Did the changes, made 
during M&A, influence on 
the performance of the 
company? 
Yes  Otherwise, the company 
went bankrupt 
Yes, the company is 
profitable again 
Yes making profit again 
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  Interviewee 5: technology 
director 
Interviewee 6: administrator Interviewee 7: sales and 
marketing 
Interviewee 8: technologist 
1.       How was the process of 
the M&A? 
        
a.       What was the reason 
for the M&A? 
N/A Children did not want to 
manage company 
N/A N/A 
b.      What were the 
underlying ideas and 
motivation for the M&A? 
N/A Family getting their money 
and Ad to build the company 
again 
N/A N/A 
c.       Were the outcomes of 
the M&A as expected? 
N/A Organization is profitable 
again 
N/A N/A 
d.      Are there any specific 
associations you have with 
the M&A process? 
N/A Family being in the business 
for another five years, to get 
their money 
N/A N/A 
2.       Was there uncertainty 
during the process of the 
M&A and after the M&A? 
N/A Yes, wondering if his job was 
needed 
N/A N/A 
a.       What has been done to 
resolve this uncertainty pre- 
and post M&A? 
N/A Was taken away when the 
new owner was announced 
N/A N/A 
3.       Can you tell me (what 
you know) about the customs 
and practice prior to the 
M&A? 
Calm, sleeping organization Everything was 'quite', 
peaceful 
Dusty, everyone had his or 
her own office 
Serving all kind of customers 
even if this was not profitable, 
more research based 
development 
a.       Do you know why and 
how these customs and 
practices existed? 
Not busy, sleeping 
organization, no drive, "hokjes 
cultuur", 9-5 culture, no need 
to change 
It was new for me, never seen 
a company like this 
Unknown Unknown 
4.       Can you tell me (what 
you know) about the customs 
and practice after the M&A? 
More activities, new products, 
new division,  
No job reviews, more 
technology, reception 
Open offices, the building was 
completely changed, and a 
new business segment was 
introduced 
The start of a new business 
segment 
5.       How was the transition 
process from the old 
management to the new 
management? 
N/A All changes went 
automatically 
The new owner was very busy 
with arranging everything, 
therefore he had little time 
for operational questions 
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a.       Are there any major 
differences you noticed 
during and after the 
transition phase? 
People are more involved 
(own team) 
      
                                                      
         i.      Were there any 
specific changes for the 
employees? 
New management Open office, people getting 
together 
New way of managing and 
new expectations 
Some technologists needed to 
change their priorities, for 
some they needed to stop 
with their lives work 
                                                      
       ii.      Are there other 
symbols (new logo, corporate 
identity) and/or customs 
after the M&A? 
  Working together, open office New business segments The start of a new business 
segment 
6.       What were the 
priorities for the 
management? 
Boost sales, getting more 
professional, get the 
operation running, structure, 
system, team 
Turnover growth,  Make a shift from profit losses 
to stable growth 
Make the company profitable 
again 
a.       Was there any 
interaction about these 
priorities? Examples? 
We had lot of discussions how 
things needed to change (MT) 
Changes were just 
communicated when 
implemented 
We started a new business 
segment and discussed how 
we needed to develop it 
New products needed to be 
developed and focussed on 
the possible customers 
                                                      
         i.      How were present 
during the prioritizing? 
New management Management and board Management Management 
                                                      
       ii.      What changes came 
out the prioritization? 
Boost sales, getting more 
professional, get the 
operation running 
Changing building Boost sales in new markets Introduction of a new range 
of products 
b.      Were there differences 
in how the company is 
managed/controlled? How 
was this pre- and post 
acquisition? 
More innovation and 
technology 
      
                                                      
         i.      Were there any 
changes made on which the 
staff is assessed? 
  No more job reviews The introduction of new 
reviews 
Development of new products 
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       ii.      On which criteria 
are you assessed? Examples? 
N/A   Sales and growth in turnover 
and margin 
Growth in turnover and 
margin and development of 
new products 
                                                      
      iii.      Were there any new 
KPIs for the company? 
Assessing people on their 
contribution to the company 
  Sales KPIs Successfulness of new 
products 
                                                      
     iv.      On which KPIs is the 
company control now? 
Examples? 
Turnover, margin   Turnover and margins Turnover and margins 
                                                      
         v.      Are the KPIs 
different from the KPIs prior 
to the M&A? 
N/A Much more on margin than 
turnover 
More on margins per product N/A 
7.       Is the focus of the 
company changed after the 
M&A? 
Growth and ambition   Ambitious growth strategy in 
the coming years 
Develop new concepts that 
can be sold all over the world 
a.       Are there differences in 
the long term and short term 
vision between pre- and post 
acquisition? 
Doing more investments in 
critical areas of the company, 
like production and 
technology 
  N/A N/A 
b.       Are there different 
goals, rules/procedures, and 
social norms? 
More teamwork, open office   N/A N/A 
c.      Are there changes in the 
incentive system? 
More use of KPIs Yes the bonus is not paid 
every year anymore, in the 
past, this was always paid 
even if the company had 
losses 
The same calculation as has 
been used at previous 
companies 
Unknown 
8.       Was there a lot of 
discussion about the 
changes? Examples? 
In the management team, we 
had but not with the 
employees 
  If I did not agree on some 
matters I would discuss it and 
try to influence decision with 
the use of the staff 
representation 
  
a.       What were the 
outcomes of the discussions? 
The owner has a strong 
opinion but I tried to changes 
I only know once an old 
member got into an 
Often decisions were already 
made and could not be 
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that, we are two different 
kinds of persons 
argument, not even a 
discussion 
changed. The only thing we 
could do was given our 
opinion on the matter. 
b.      What were the 
arguments within the 
discussions? 
  Everything was negative 
about the past, people did not 
think it was fair 
    
c.       What went wrong? The new owner is an 
opportunist and thinks the 
decisions made will work out 
as plant, this is not always 
possible of course 
The new owner was giving too 
much its opinion, not 
respecting the past 
Not discussion the topic 
before hand only after the 
decision was made 
  
9.       How where disputes 
resolved during this process? 
        
a.       Where there 
possibilities to influence 
decisions made by the new 
management? 
You could go and speak with 
the management 
No discussion possible just 
doing what was asked 
Only on the new segment 
because this was my 
responsibility. Furthermore, it 
was difficult 
Only on the technology part 
furthermore, we had no 
influence 
                                                      
   i.            Are there changes 
in the decision making 
process within the company? 
Additional members of the 
management team 
A broader management team, 
how are taking over the daily 
operation 
With the introduction of the 
new management team, it is 
getting more difficult to 
influence the decision making 
process 
The new managers have new 
ideas, which makes it harder 
to influence the direction of 
the company 
b.      Are there differences in 
the amount of influence you 
have in the last years after 
the M&A? 
The new owner will leave the 
company to the management, 
it will be easier for us to 
change things 
No     
10.   Were there things that 
changed without any 
complaining? Examples? 
    Improving the canteen, 
offices, and building 
The introduction of new 
development areas 
a.       What went well? Boosting sales and technology       
b.      Why did this go well? Together boosting the 
company by talking a lot and 
give  attention to the areas 
that needed investments 
      
11.   Did these changes Yes, we made some big steps   So far we doing very well with Doing very well in the bakery 
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worked out as expected? 
Examples? 
but were not their yet the new business segment 
and we are making profit 
again 
business segment but other 
segments seem to be lacking 
behind 
a.       How were in control of 
these changes? 
Management Management Management The new management 
b.      How was it to 
participate in these changes 
within the company? 
Often the owner is too much 
involved in the daily operation 
instead of being busy with the 
strategy of the company 
Sometimes difficult but have 
no choice 
In the begin nice, because we 
could start op the new 
segment, but over the years 
this is getting more difficult 
due to new managers etc. 
The new management wants 
a lot but it is not always 
possible due to time 
restrictions 
c.       How was it to adapt to 
these changes? 
There was discussion about 
the operational topics in the 
management team which 
could give some friction 
Sometimes difficult but have 
no choice 
In the begin nice, because we 
could start op the new 
segment, but over the years 
this is getting more difficult 
due to new managers etc. 
Difficult to get everything 
done and focus on the 
development of new concepts 
12.   Did the changes, made 
during M&A, influence on the 
performance of the 
company? 
Company is profitable again, 
without the change the 
company probably would not 
exist anymore 
It was necessary to change 
and made the company 
healthy again 
The new business segment 
made growth possible 
The new owner has a strong 
vision which made this growth 
possible 
 
* The recordings of the interviews can be obtained via the researcher. 
 
